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DEPAFTTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 
400  ARMY  NAVY  DRIVE 
ARLINGTON,  VIRGINIA  22202 


August  6,  1998 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  AUDITOR  GENERAL,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

SUBJECT:  Audit  Report  on  Financial  Management  of  the  RAH-66  Comanche 
Helicopter  Program  (Report  No.  98-185) 


We  are  providing  this  report  for  your  information  and  use.  This  is  the  second 
in  a  series  of  reports  on  the  acquisition  of  the  RAH-66  Comanche  helicopter. 

The  Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche  Program  implemented  action  plans 
that  adequately  addressed  the  issues  identified  in  this  report.  We  commend  the 
Program  Manager  for  his  prompt  actions.  Management  comments  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  DoD  Directive  7650.3.  We  require  no  further  response  to  the 
recommendations . 

We  appreciate  the  courtesies  extended  to  the  audit  staff.  Questions  on  the  audit 
should  be  directed  to  Mr.  Charles  M.  Santoni  at  (703)  604-9051  (DSN  664-9051)  or 
Mr.  William  D.  Van  Hoose  at  (703)  604-9034  (DSN  664-9034).  See  Appendix  C  for 
the  report  distribution.  The  audit  team  members  are  listed  inside  the  back  cover. 

^oAKtL% 

David  K.  Steensma 
Deputy  Assistant  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing 


Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  DoD 


Report  No.  98-185  August  6,  1998 

(Project  No.  7AL-0012.01) 

Financial  Management  of  the  RAH-66 
Comanche  Helicopter  Program 

Executive  Summary 


Introduction.  This  report  is  the  second  of  a  series  of  reports  on  the  audit  of  the 
acquisition  of  the  RAH-66  Comanche.  This  report  addresses  issues  pertaining  to  the 
earned  value  management  system,  the  award  fee,  and  life-cycle  costs.  The  Army  spent 
$3.6  billion  in  research,  development,  test  and  evaluation  fhnds  through  FY  1997  and 
is  planning  to  spend  and  additional  $4.3  billion  through  FY  2(X)9.  The  Army  plans  to 
begin  fielding  Ihe  helicopter  in  2006  for  improved  armed  reconnaissance  capability. 

Audit  Objective.  The  audit  objective  was  to  evaluate  the  overall  management  of  the 
Comanche  Program.  The  specific  objective  of  this  portion  of  the  audit  was  to  evaluate 
the  financial  aspects  of  program  management.  The  previous  report.  Inspector  General, 
DoD,  Report  No.  98-125,  covered  the  protection  of  the  Comanche  helicopter  against 
radio  frequency  weapons,  and  a  subsequent  report  will  cover  acquisition  issues.  We 
also  reviewed  the  adequacy  of  the  management  control  program  as  it  applied  to  the 
specific  stated  audit  objective. 

Audit  Results.  The  Cost  Performance  Reports  did  not  present  an  informative  picture 
of  the  Comanche  Program.  Also,  the  process  for  determining  the  award  fee  was  not 
fully  documented.  In  addition,  the  life-cycle  cost  was  underestimated. 

To  correct  the  problems,  Comanche  Program  Office  officials  a^eed  to  require  the 
contractor  for  &e  Comanche  to  revise  its  procedures  for  preparing  the  Cost 
Performance  Reports,  and  request  the  Defense  Contract  Management  Command  to 
perform  more  comprehensive  reviews  of  the  contractor’s  eam^  value  management 
system.  Those  officials  also  agreed  to  fully  document  the  process  of  determining  the 
award  fees.  In  addition,  the  officials  agre^  to  include  the  costs  associated  with  the  use 
of  hazardous  materials  and  disposal  costs  related  to  the  Comanche  helicopter  in  its  life¬ 
cycle-cost  estimate  prior  to  the  next  milestone  review.  When  implemented,  the  agreed- 
upon  action  plans  will  correct  the  problems  identified.  See  Part  I  for  a  discussion  of 
the  audit  results.  For  a  discussion  of  the  management  control  program,  see 
Appendix  A. 

Summary  of  Recommendations.  We  recommend  that  the  Program  Manager  for  the 
Comanche  Program  develop  time-phased  milestones  to  facilitate  the  completion  of  the 
agreed-upon  plans  of  action. 

Management  Comments.  The  Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche  Program  stated 
that  the  plans  of  action  were  being  implemented.  See  Part  I  for  a  summary  of 
management  conunents  and  Part  HI  for  the  complete  text  of  the  comments. 

Audit  Response.  We  considered  the  management  comments  to  be  fully  responsive  and 
conunend  &e  Program  Manager  for  his  positive  actions.  Therefore,  we  require  no 
further  response  to  die  recommendations. 
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Part  1  -  Audit  Results 


Audit  Background 


This  report  on  the  financial  management  of  the  Comanche  Program  is  the 
second  of  a  series  of  reports  on  the  audit  of  the  acquisition  of  &e  RAH-66 
Comanche  (Project  No.  7AL-0012).  In  April  1991,  die  acquisition  program  for 
the  Comanche  helicopter  entered  the  program  definition  and  risk  reduction 
phase.  The  program  is  scheduled  to  enter  the  engineering  and  manufacturing 
development  phase  in  FY  2002.  The  Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche, 
imder  the  Program  Executive  Officer  for  Aviation,  manages  the  Comanche 
a<^uisition  program.  The  contractor  for  the  Comanche  helicopter  is  the  Boeing 
Sikorsky  RAH-66  Comanche  Team  (Contractor).  The  Army  spent  $3.6  billion 
in  research,  development,  test  and  evaluation  h^s  through  FY  1997  and  is 
planning  to  spend  an  additional  $4.3  billion  through  FY  2009. 

The  Comanche  is  the  first  Army  helicopter  specifically  developed  to  provide  the 
Army  with  an  improved  armed  reconnaissance  capability.  It  will  expand  the 
capability  of  the  Army  to  conduct  reconnaissance  operations  in  all  battlefield 
environments.  The  Comanche  will  replace  three  helicopters  (AH-1,  OH-58, 
and  OH-6)  that  currentiy  perform  the  armed  reconnaissance  mission.  The  Army 
plans  to  begin  fielding  the  Comanche  during  2006. 


Audit  Objective 


The  overall  audit  objective  was  to  evaluate  the  management  of  the  Comanche 
Progr^.  The  speciJtic  objective  of  this  portion  of  the  audit  was  to  evaluate  the 
financial  management  of  tihie  Comanche  Program.  A  previous  report  covered 
the  protection  of  the  Comanche  helicopter  against  radio  frequency  weapons,  and 
a  later  report  will  cover  technical  issues.  We  also  reviewed  the  adequacy  of  the 
management  control  program  as  it  applied  to  the  specific  objectives  of  the  audit. 
See  Appendix  A  for  a  discussion  of  the  audit  scope  and  metiiodology,  the 
organizations  visited  and  contacted  during  the  audit,  and  our  review  of  the 
management  control  program. 
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Finding  A.  Earned  Value  Management 
System 

The  Cost  Performance  Reports  (CPRs)  for  the  Comanche  Program  are 
not  an  informative  indicator  of  cost  and  schedule  performance.  This 
condition  resulted  from  adjustments  made  to  the  Earned  Value 
Management  System  (EVMS)  at  the  various  times  the  Comanche 
Program  was  restructured,  from  combining  the  contract  performance 
data  for  the  period  prior  to  the  January  1997  restructure  with  the  contract 
performance  data  for  the  period  after  the  January  1997  restructure,  and 
from  the  Contractor’s  questionable  practice  in  operating  the  EVMS. 
Therefore,  the  CPRs  deprive  DoD  managers  of  specific  information  for 
making  decisions  pertaining  to  die  Comanche  Program. 


Purpose  of  an  Earned  Value  Management  System 

Earned  value  is  a  management  technique  that  relates  resource  planning  to 
schedules  and  performance.  The  Contractor  plans,  budgets,  and  schedules  work 
in  time-phased  increments  constituting  a  performance  measurement  baseline.  In 
the  EVMS,  the  sum  of  all  budgets  for  the  work  scheduled  is  the  Budgeted  Cost 
of  Work  Scheduled  (BCWS).  The  Contractor  earns  the  work  on  the  same  basis 
as  plaimed,  in  dollars  or  other  quantifiable  units  such  as  labor  hours.  In  the 
EVMS,  the  sum  of  budgets  for  completed  work  is  called  the  Budgeted  Cost  of 
Work  Performed  (BCWP),  also  known  as  earned  value.  Planned  value,  BCWS, 
compared  with  earned  value,  BCWP,  thus  measures  the  work  planned  versus  the 
equivalent  work  accomplish^.  Any  difference  is  called  a  sch^ule  or 
accomplishment  variance.  Earned  value  compared  with  the  actual  cost  incurred 
for  the  work  performed,  called  Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP), 
provides  an  objective  measure  of  cost  performance.  Any  difterence  is  c^led  a 
cost  variance.  Therefore,  an  EVMS  properly  implemented  and  effectively 
operated  would  preclude  management  from  suddenly  realizing  that  it  spent 
90  percent  of  the  budgeted  funds  but  that  the  project  is  only  W  percent 
complete.  See  Appendix  B  for  a  detailed  description  of  an  EVMS. 


Cost  Performance  Reports 

The  CPRs  for  the  Comanche  Program  have  not  presented  an  informative  picture 
of  its  cost  and  schedule  performance.  For  example,  the  CPR  as  of 
December  31,  1996,  shows  that  the  Comanche  ^ogram  was  99  percent 
complete  and  generdly  on  schedule  and  within  cost.  However,  the  actual  status 
of  the  Comanche  Program  was  not  what  one  would  expect  if  the  program  was 
99  percent  complete. 

The  Army  awarded  the  contract  for  the  program  definition  and  risk  reduction 
phase  of  the  Comanche  Program  in  April  1991.  The  contract  required  the 
Contractor  to  accomplish  all  tasks  associated  with  this  phase  and  deliver 
six  prototype  helicopters  to  the  Army  at  a  target  cost  of  $1 .8  billion  by 
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August  8,  1995.  In  Januaiy  1993,  due  to  budget  limitations,  the  Comanche 
Program  Office  extended  the  period  of  performance  for  the  contract  to 
September  1997,  reduced  the  quantity  of  prototypes  from  six  to  three,  and 
increased  the  target  cost  to  $2  billion.  On  March  23,  1994,  the  Comanche 
Program  Office  reduced  the  quantity  of  prototypes  from  three  to  two.  On 
August  23,  1996,  the  Comanche  Program  Office  further  modified  the  contract 
requiring  the  Contractor  continue  design  and  fabrication  of  the  two  prototypes. 
By  the  January  1997  restructure,  the  Comanche  Program  Office  had  spent 
99  percent  of  the  contract  funds,  but  the  Contractor  had  not  completed 
99  percent  of  the  work  for  the  program  delation  and  risk  reduction  phase. 
When  asked,  neither  the  officials  of  the  Comanche  Program  Office  nor  the 
Contractor  officials  could  determine  which  tasks  were  99  percent  complete. 
Modifying  contract  requirements  to  coincide  with  the  Contractor’s 
accomplishments  up  to  the  January  1997  restructure  resulted  in  CPRs  that 
indicated  that  the  work  was  about  99  percent  complete;  however,  this  is  not  a 
useful  statistic. 

The  Januaiy  1997  restrucmre  increased  the  budget-at-completion  for  the  contract 
from  $1,849.8  million  to  $3,400.5  million,  increased  the  deliverable  aircraft 
from  two  to  eight,  and  exteirfed  the  delivery  date  to  2002.  As  a  result,  after  the 
Januaiy  1997  restructure,  the  data  in  the  EVMS  showed  that  the  Comanche 
Program  was  53  percent  complete.  At  that  point,  the  Comanche  Program 
Office  had  spent  53  percent  of  the  total  contract  funds,  but  it  is  questionable 
whether  the  Contractor  bad  completed  53  percent  of  the  contract  tasks.  The 
Comanche  Program  Office  and  the  Contractor  did  not  have  documentation 
showing  that  tte  contractor  had  completed  53  percent  of  the  tasks. 


Measuring  Cost  and  Schedule  Performance 


The  CPRs  did  not  show  an  informative  picture  of  the  status  of  the  Comanche 
Program  because  of  adjustments  made  to  the  EVMS  as  a  result  of  the 
restructures,  contract  performance  data  for  the  period  prior  to  the  January  1997 
restructure  being  combined  with  the  contract  performance  data  for  the  period 
after  the  Januaiy  1997  restructure,  and  the  Contractor’s  questionable  practices  in 
operating  its  E\^S. 

Adjustments  to  the  Earned  Value  Management  System.  The 
Contractor,  with  the  consent  of  the  Comanche  Program  Office,  made 
adjustments  to  its  EVMS  because  of  changes  to  the  performance  requirements  of 
the  contract,  which  decreased  the  usefulness  of  the  CPRs.  During  our  review  of 
work  packages  at  the  Contractor’s  Boeing  facility  for  the  contract  period  prior 
to  the  Januaiy  1997  restructure,  we  noted  many  instances  in  which  the 
Contractor  stopped  work  on  discrete  work  packages  before  completing  the 
required  task.  The  Contractor  transferred  unused  budgeted  hours  to  other  work 
packages  or  planning  packages,  and  revised  the  BCWP  to  equal  the  BCWS. 
Therefore,  the  Contractor  eliminated  any  schedule  variance  that  had 
accumula^  for  closed  work  packages  and  did  not  reflect  them  m  the  CPRs. 
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Combining  Contract  Performance  Data.  The  Contractor,  with  the 
consent  of  the  Comanche  Program  Office,  combined  the  contract  performance 
data  for  the  period  before  the  January  1997  restructure  with  the  performance 
data  for  the  period  after  the  January  1997  restructure  for  reporting  in  the  CPRs. 
Combining  ^e  data  decreased  the  usefulness  of  the  CPRs.  The  Comanche 
Program  Office  instructed  the  Contractor  to  adjust  BCWS  and  BCWP  to  make 
them  equal  the  ACWP  of  $1,827.8  million,  lliose  adjustments,  made  at  both 
the  Contractor’s  Boeing  ai^  Sikorsky  facilities,  eliminated  the  cost  and  schedule 
variances  that  existed  at  that  time.  The  Contractor  made  the  adjustments  so  that 
the  evaluation  of  cost  and  schedule  performance  could  have  a  new  start  with  no 
variances. 

After  the  January  1997  restructure,  the  Contractor  calculated  the  cost  and 
schedule  variance  percentages  and  the  performance  indices  using  the  totals  of 
the  BCWS,  BCWP,  and  ACWP  since  the  beginning  of  the  contract  in 
April  1991 .  That  method  diluted  the  variance  percentages  and  performance 
indices  because  &e  Contractor  combined  $1,827.8  million  without  any  variance 
with  the  performance  data  following  the  January  1997  restructure  that  do 
contain  variances.  The  January  1997  restructure  increased  the  budget-at- 
completion  for  the  contract  from  $1,849.8  million  to  $3,400.5  million.  So,  as 
of  September  1997,  the  percentage  schedule  variance  was  a  negative  0.4  percent 
when  calculated  using  the  BCWS  and  the  BCWP  for  the  total  contract  period. 
However,  we  calculated  a  negative  6.4  percent  variance  in  the  BCWS  and 
BCWP  for  the  period  of  the  contract  after  the  January  1997  restructure.  The 
schedule  variance  occurred  after  January  1997  and  should  be  evaluated  against 
the  BCWS  and  BCWP  for  that  same  period,  not  the  total  period  of  the  contract. 
Similarly,  the  percentage  of  cost  variance  was  a  negative  0.1  percent  based  on 
the  total  contract  period.  However,  it  was  a  negative  1.6  percent  based  on  the 
period  of  die  contract  in  which  the  cost  variance  occurred. 

The  Contractor,  in  its  November  1997  CPR,  states  that  the  Comanche  Program 
continues  to  be  well  above  the  standards  of  most  programs  in  its  cost  and 
schedule  performance.  The  Contractor  further  states  that,  at  78  months  into  the 
contract,  the  cumulative  unfavorable  schedule  variance  is  a  negative 
0.4  percent,  and  the  cumulative  unfavorable  cost  variance  is  a  negative 
0.1  percent.  A  person  reading  the  CPR,  who  was  unfamiliar  widi  the 
Comanche  Program,  would  never  know  that  the  cumulative  variances  were 
eliminated  at  the  beginning  of  the  January  1997  restructure,  and  that  the 
percentages  of  schedule  anl  cost  variance  after  the  beginning  of  the 
January  1997  restructure  were  a  negative  4.7  and  1.6  percent,  respectively. 

Also,  combining  contract  performance  data  affects  the  calculation  of  the 
estimate-at-completion,  which  is  the  total  cost  of  the  project  at  completion. 
Calculation  of  the  estimate-at-completion  requires  using  the  schedule  variance 
percent,  &e  cost  variance  percent,  the  schedule  performance  index,  and  the  cost 
performance  index.  For  example,  using  the  contract  performance  data  as  of 
November  30,  1997,  to  calculate  an  estimate-at-completion  results  in  a  projected 
cost  overrun  of  $10.5  million  based  on  the  data  for  die  total  contract,  but  it 
results  in  a  projected  cost  overrun  of  $97.8  million  when  it  is  based  on  the  short 
11-month  periai  since  the  January  1997  restructure. 
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The  Comanche  Program  Office  recognized  the  effect  that  combining  the 
performance  data  h^  on  the  performance  statistics.  Therefore,  during  the 
October  28,  1997,  program  review  meeting,  Comanche  Program  Office  officials 
briefed  both  sets  of  data.  However,  the  Contractor’s  CPRs  should  also  show 
the  cost  and  schedule  variance  percentages  based  on  the  performance  data  for 
the  contract  after  the  January  1997  restructure. 

Contractor  Operation  of  the  Earned  Value  Management  System. 

The  Contractor’s  CP^  did  not  reflect  the  status  of  the  Comanche  Program 
accurately  because  the  Contractor  established  an  excessive  number  of  level-of- 
effort  work  packages.  Also,  the  Contractor  established  some  discrete  work 
packages  that  were  actually  level-of-effort  work  packages,  and  the  tasks  related 
to  the  planning  packages  were  too  broad. 

Level-of-Effort  Work  Packages.  The  Contractor  established  an 
excessive  quantity  of  level-of-effort  work  packages,  which  reduced  the 
reliability  of  the  results  obtained  from  the  EVMS.  The  official  responsible  for 
the  EVMS  stated  that  the  Contractor’s  policy  was  that  level-of-effort  work 
packages  should  not  exceed  20  percent  of  the  total  work  packages.  Therefore, 
we  us^  the  20-percent  criterion  for  our  evaluation. 

At  the  Contractor’s  Boeing  facility,  we  reviewed  all  54  work  packages 
containing  labor  hours  within  the  Work  Breakdown  Structure  (WBS)  1.1.  E, 
1.1.5  and  1.1.7  covering  27,608  hours  of  work  from  January  1997  through 
September  1997.  We  judgmentally  excluded  material  and  subcontractor  work 
packages  firom  our  review.  Our  review  showed  that  Boeing  classified  35  of  the 
54  work  packages  as  level-of-effort  work,  approximately  65  percent.  TTie  35 
level-of-effort  work  packages  accounted  for  18,523  of  the  27,608  hours,  which 
amounted  to  67  percent.  In  addition  to  our  review,  the  Cost  Performance 
Monitor  of  the  Defense  Contract  Management  Command  office  at  Boeing 
Helicopters  reported  on  June  6,  1997,  ttiat  62  percent  of  the  hours  planned  for 
the  Comanche  Program  fi:om  June  1^7  through  September  1997  period  were  in 
level-of-effort  work  packages.  The  use  of  level-of-effort  work  packages  results 
in  the  calculation  of  earned  value  or  BCWP  based  on  the  performance  of 
continuing  functions  with  no  direct  relationship  to  specific  accomplishments. 
Therefore,  BCWS  is  always  equal  to  BCWP  and  the  program  is  on  schedule.  A 
large  quantity  of  level-of-effort  work  packages  dilutes  the  data  from  the  discrete 
work  packages  and  diminishes  the  behind-schedule  and  over-cost  conditions  in 
the  CPRs. 

At  the  Contractor’s  Sikorsky  facility,  we  reviewed  all  35  work  packages  with 
labor  hours  within  WBS  1.1. 1.1.1.  covering  10,451  hours  of  woric  from 
January  through  October  1997.  Sikorsky  classified  1  of  the  35  work  packages 
as  level-of-effort  that  accounted  for  1,070  of  the  10,451  hours,  which  amounted 
to  10  percent  and  was  well  within  the  20-percent  criterion  of  the  total  work 
packages. 

Discrete  Work  Packages.  We  noted  that  work  packages  established  as 
discrete  work  packages  were,  in  some  cases,  being  managed  as  level-of-effort 
work  packages. 
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At  the  Contractor’s  Boeing  facility,  we  reviewed  all  54  work  packages  that 
included  labor  hours,  accounting  for  27,608  hours.  Boeing  classifl^  nine  of 
those  work  packages,  amounting  to  8,058  horns,  as  discrete  work  packages. 

We  reviewed  the  work  packages  and  concluded  that  eight  work  packages  that 
accoimted  for  7,956  of  the  8,058  hours  were  not  for  discrete  tasks  having  a 
valid  milestone.  Based  on  our  review  of  milestone  descriptions  and  interviews 
with  responsible  officials,  the  event  for  obtaining  credit  for  work  performed  was 
the  occurrence  of  September  30,  1997,  not  the  completion  of  specific  tasks.  In 
addition,  a  member  of  the  Comanche  Program  Office  staff  noted  the  same 
condition  in  other  elements  of  the  WBS  at  the  Contractor’s  Boeing  facility.  The 
staff  member  reported  the  condition  to  the  management  of  the  Comanche 
Program  Office  in  a  memorandum  dated  September  4,  1996,  which  stated  that, 
“niis  review  was  initiated  after  the  discovery  of  discrete  milestones  in  the 
Contractor  Flight  Test  Program  set  at  such  a  general  level  to  yield  little  accurate 
earned  value  insight  into  the  performance  measurement  baseline.  ” 

At  the  Contractor’s  Sikorsky  facility,  we  reviewed  all  35  work  packages  that 
included  labor  hours,  accounting  for  10,451  hours.  Sikorsky  classified  34  work 
packages  for  9,381  hours  as  discrete  work  packages.  We  reviewed  the  34  work 
packages  and  concluded  that  3  work  packages  that  accounted  for  1,429  hours 
were  not  discrete  tasks  having  a  valid  milestone.  We  based  the  conclusion  on 
review  of  the  descriptions  of  the  work  package  tasks.  For  the  three  work 
packages,  the  description  indicated  an  ongoing  function  rather  than  completion 
of  a  specific  task. 

banning  Packages.  The  planning  packages  for  each  WBS  did  not 
include  adequate  details  of  the  taslb  to  be  accomplished;  they  only  consisted  of 
the  total  budgeted  funds  allotted  to  that  WBS  with  the  funds  being  apportioned, 
by  month,  over  the  contract  period.  Planning  packages  should  contain  a  brief 
description  of  the  tasks  to  be  accomplished.  This  helps  to  prevent  the 
Contractor  from  using  funds  from  a  planning  package  to  establish  a  work 
package  beyond  the  scope  of  the  planning  package,  and  depleting  the  available 
funds  in  the  planning  package  before  the  Contractor  completes  all  the  tasks. 


Surveillance  of  Earned  Value  Management  System 

The  Defense  Contract  Management  Command  office  at  Sikorsky  Aircraft  and 
the  Defense  Contract  Management  Conunand  office  at  Boeing  Helicopters  are 
responsible  for  the  surveillance  of  the  Contractor’s  EVMS  and  for  preparation 
of  the  monthly  surveillance  reports.  Although  the  surveillance  report  at  Boeing 
Helicopters,  dated  June  6,  1997,  commented  on  the  excessive  quantity  of  level- 
of-effort  work  packages,  its  other  surveillance  reports  did  not  conunent  on  the 
work-package  or  planning-package  levels.  Surveillance  should  include  reviews 
to  ensure  that  work  packages  that  are  classified  as  discrete  are  completed  before 
the  Contractor  can  t^e  the  earned  value  for  the  work  package. 
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Comanche  Program  Office  staff  members  survey  the  Contractor’s  EVMS.  A 
September  1996  trip  report  of  a  staff  member’s  visit  to  Boeing  Helicopters  to 
review  its  EVMS  i^ntified  about  seven  problems  that  would  affect  its 
reliability.  The  Comanche  Program  Office’s  comprehensive  review  was  an 
outstanding  effort. 


Simiinary 

The  Contractor’s  CPRs  do  not  show  an  informative  picture  of  the  status  of  the 
Comanche  Program.  Before  January  1997,  the  condition  resulted  from  the 
many  instances  in  which  the  Contractor  stopped  work  on  discrete  work  packages 
before  completing  the  related  task.  The  Contractor  transferred  die  unused 
budgeted  hours  to  other  work  packages  or  planning  packages,  and  made  the 
BC^^  equal  the  BCWS.  Those  actions  eliminated  any  cost  or  schedule 
variance  that  accumulated  for  the  work  packages  closed.  After  January  1997, 
the  Contractor  combined  performance  data  for  the  period  before  the 
January  1997  restructure  with  the  performance  data  for  the  period  after  the 
January  1997  restructure,  which  dUuted  the  percent  variances  and  performance 
indices. 

Also,  review  of  the  operation  of  the  EVMS  since  the  January  1997  restructure 
disclosed  problems  that  affect  the  creditability  of  the  EVMS  data. 

The  problems  include  an  excessive  quantity  of  level-of-effort  work  packages, 
work  packages  that  are  improperly  classified  as  discrete  work  packages,  and  an 
inadequate  description  of  tasla  related  to  planning  packages. 


Management  Action 

Comanche  Program  Office  representatives  acknowledged  that  combining  the 
contract  performance  data  diluted  the  performance  indicators  and  made  the 
CPRs  less  informative,  but  commented  that  they  wished  to  see  both  sets  of  data. 
The  representatives  also  acknowledged  that  excessive  level-of-effort  work 
packages  resulted  in  less  informative  CPRs,  but  commented  that  there  is  no 
DoD  criterion  for  the  quantity  of  level-of-effort  work  packages.  In  addition, 
they  agreed  that  planning  packages  should  contain  a  brief  description  of  the 
scope  of  die  work.  The  Comanche  Program  Office  representatives  agreed  to 
implement  the  following  plan  of  action: 

1.  Require  the  Boeing  Sikorsky  RAH-66  Comanche  Team  to  report  in 
its  CPRs  the  percentages  of  schedule  and  cost  variances  based  on  the  work 
scheduled,  woric  performed,  and  actual  cost  incurred  since  the  Janua^  1997 
restructure  of  the  contract  for  the  program  defmition  and  risk  reduction  phase  of 
the  Comanche  Program. 
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2.  Request  the  Defense  Contract  Management  Command  Sikorsky 
Aircraft  and  the  Defense  Contract  Management  Command  Boeing  Helicopters  to 
perform  more  comprehensive  reviews  of  the  EVMS  used  for  managing  the 
Comanche  Program  to  ensure  the  maintenance  of  system  discipline. 

Specifically,  those  reviews  must  ensure  that: 

a.  Work  packages  classified  as  discrete  have  valid  milestones, 
and  that  earned  value  is  claimed  only  upon  the  satisfactory  completion  of  the 
milestone. 


b.  Level-of-effort  work  packages  do  not  exceed  approximately 
20  percent  of  the  total  work  packages. 

c.  Planning  packages  contain  a  brief  description  of  the  work- 

related  tasks. 

These  actions  will  correct  the  problems  identified.  However,  the  Comanche 
Program  Office  did  not  develop  time-phased  milestones  to  implement  the  plan 
of  action. 


Recommendation  and  Management  Comments 


A.  We  recommend  that  the  Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche  Program 
develop  time-phased  milestones  to  implement  the  plan  of  action  to  improve 
the  usefulness  of  the  Cost  Performance  Reports  for  the  Comanche 
Program. 

Management  Comments.  The  Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche  Program 
concurred  and  stated  that  the  implementation  of  the  recommended  changes  has 
begim.  The  full  text  of  the  Program  Manager’s  comments  is  in  Part  III. 
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The  process  of  evaluating  the  Contractor’s  performance  and  determining 
the  amount  of  award  fee  was  not  well  documented  because  Comanche 
^ogram  Office  personnel  did  not  place  adequate  emphasis  on  the  need 
to  i^y  document  award  fee  decisions.  Consequently,  through 
December  1997,  the  Comanche  Program  Office  awarded  the  Contractor 
$84  million  in  award  fees  for  which  documentation  that  contractual 
evaluation  criteria  were  adhered  to  was  incomplete. 


Award  Fee  Process 


The  contract  award  fee  is  a  procurement  technique  used  to  award  the  Contractor 
for  good  performance.  The  contract  requires  that  the  Comanche  Program 
Office  establish  criteria  for  evaluating  the  Contractor’s  performance. 

Therefore,  die  Comanche  Program  Office  established  evaluation  criteria  in  three 
areas  and  assigned  weights  to  those  areas  in  accordance  with  their  significance. 
The  three  evaluation  areas  and  their  weights  were;  (1)  technology  weighted  at 
40  percent,  (2)  supportability  weighted  at  25  percent,  and  (3)  cost  and  program 
management  weighted  at  35  percent.  The  Comanche  Program  Office 
established  specific  tasks  under  each  of  the  three  areas.  I^ch  of  the  tasks  was 
of  equal  weight. 

The  award  fee  board  performed  an  annual  evaluation  for  award  fee  Period  Six 
and  then  changed  the  award  process  for  award  fee  Period  Seven.  For  award  fee 
Period  Seven,  the  award  fee  board  reviewed  the  Contractor’s  progress  toward 
meeting  the  evaluation  criteria  quarterly.  Based  on  the  quarterly  reviews,  the 
award  fee  board  determined  the  quarterly  award  fee  payments. 

The  contract  defines  the  level  of  performance  required  to  obtain  various 
percentages  of  the  available  award  fee.  Those  definitions  changed  between 
award  fee  Periods  Six  and  Seven.  Those  definitions  are  as  follows; 

•  The  Contractor’s  performance  clearly  meets  acceptable  levels. 
Appropriate  corrective  actions  where  necessary  were  implemented  in  a  timely 
manner.  Receive  100  percent  of  the  available  award  fee.  Changed  to 

96-  100  percent  for  Period  Seven. 

•  The  Contractor’s  performance  meets  acceptable  levels.  Certain  levels 
should  be  improved,  but  all  are  minor.  Appropriate  corrective  actions  are  in 
place.  Receive  90  percent  of  the  available  award  fee.  Changed  to 

91-95  percent  for  Period  Seven. 
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•  The  Contractor’s  performance  meets  acceptable  levels  in  some  areas. 
Appropriate  corrective  actions  are  in  place  for  areas  requiring  improvement. 
Al&ough  there  are  areas  that  can  be  improved,  most  are  minor  and  are  offset  by 
excellent  or  outstanding  performance  in  other  areas.  Receive  80  percent  of  the 
available  award  fee.  digged  to  86  -  91  percent  for  award  fee  Period  Seven. 

Each  task  is  given  a  score  in  accordance  with  the  above  definitions.  For  each  of 
the  three  evaluation  areas,  the  arithmetic  mean  of  the  scores  is  determined  and  is 
then  multiplied  by  the  weight  given  to  the  evaltiation  area.  The  three  results  are 
totaled  for  the  percentage  of  the  available  award  fee  that  is  due  to  the 
Contractor. 


Award  Fee  Period  Six  Decision 

The  Comanche  Program  Office  evaluated  the  Contractor’s  performance  for 
award  fee  Period  Six  during  February  1997.  As  a  result  of  that  evaluation,  the 
Comanche  Program  Office  awarded  the  Contractor  98.2  percent  of  the  available 
award  fee  of  $37,921,159  or  $37,238,578.  The  Comanche  Program  Office 
rolled  over  the  unawarded  amoimt  of  $682,581  to  Period  Seven.  Comanche 
Program  Office  officials  stated  that  the  Contractor  had  generally  done  an 
outstanding  job  in  performing  the  necessary  effort  to  maintain  the  Comanche 
development  progi^  on  track.  Representatives  of  the  Comanche  Program 
Office  stated  that  examination  of  performance  in  the  areas  of  emphasis  revealed 
that  the  majority  of  the  tasks  evaluated  in  the  technical,  supportability,  and  cost 
and  program  management  areas  were  100  percent  complete.  The  Period  Six 
fmal  award  fee  notice  stated  that  it  assessed  slight  reductions  in  fees  for  several 
incomplete  technical  areas,  plus  a  small  overall  reduction  for  failure  to  complete 
effort  scheduled  and  budgeted. 


Audit  Evaluation  of  Award  Fee  Period  Six  Decision 

The  Comanche  Program  Office  did  not  have  adequate  documentation  to  show 
that  the  scores  given  to  the  individual  tasks  in  the  evaluation  criteria  were  in 
accordance  with  the  scoring  instructions  stated  in  the  contract.  The  three  areas 
of  emphasis,  which  are  technical,  supportability,  and  cost  and  program 
management,  had  47  major  tasks.  Review  of  fte  available  documentation 
indicated  that  the  Contractor  did  not  fully  meet  the  criteria  for  at  least  13  tasks. 
Further,  documentation  to  determine  whether  the  tasks  were  not  completed 
because  of  changes  in  the  priorities  of  the  Comanche  Program  was  not  always 
available.  Additionally,  Comanche  Program  Office  personnel  did  not  always 
document  when  they  moved  tasks  originally  required  in  award  fee  Period  Six  to 
a  future  period  and  percentages  of  the  uncompleted  tasks  that  the  Contractor  had 
complete.  As  a  result,  documentation  to  support  the  outstanding  rating  and 
award  fee  given  to  the  Contractor  for  award  fee  Period  Six  was  unavailable. 

Technical  Area  of  Emphasis.  The  Contractor  rescheduled  or  did  not 
fully  complete  8  of  25  tasks,  which  was  32  percent  of  the  technical  area.  Little 
dr  no  documentation  was  available  to  determine  whether  the  Contractor  had 
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completed  any  portion  of  those  eight  tasks  or  whether  the  priorities  of  the 
Comanche  Program  had  changed.  As  a  result,  there  was  no  objective  basis  to 
determine  whedier  the  98-percent  award  fee  for  the  technical  area  was 
appropriate. 

Supportability  Area  of  Emphasis.  The  Contractor  did  not  fully 
complete  3  of  12  tasks,  which  was  25  percent  of  the  supportability  area.  Little 
or  no  documentation  was  available  to  determine  whether  the  Contractor  had 
completed  any  portion  of  those  three  tasks  or  whether  die  priorities  of  the 
Comanche  Program  had  changed.  As  a  result,  there  was  no  objective  basis  to 
determine  whedier  the  100-percent  award  fee  for  the  supportability  area  was 
appropriate. 

Cost  and  Program  Management  Area  of  Emphasis.  The  Contractor 
did  not  folly  complete  2  of  10  tasks,  which  was  20  percent  of  the  cost  and 
program  management  area.  Little  or  no  documentation  was  available  to 
determine  whether  the  Contractor  had  completed  any  portion  of  those  two  tasks 
or  whether  the  priorities  of  the  Comanche  Program  had  changed.  As  a  result, 
there  was  no  objective  basis  to  determine  whefoer  the  97-percent  award  fee  for 
the  cost  and  program  management  area  was  appropriate. 

Comanche  Program  Office  representatives  viewed  the  award  fee  process  as  an 
incentive  for  the  Contractor  to  aggressively  address  key  issues,  hi  the  course  of 
the  award  fee  period,  changing  budgetary  constraints  or  evolving  technical 
issues  often  mimdate  a  change  in  program  priorities.  Hie  Comanche  Program 
Office  uses  the  award  fee  process  to  achieve  the  mid-course  program  corrections 
that  are  needed.  Comanche  Program  representatives  acknowledged  that,  as  a 
result  of  using  the  award  fee  process  as  a  part  of  the  routine  management 
process,  actions  and  decisions  were  not  always  sufficiently  documented. 


Award  Fee  Period  Seven  Decision 


The  Comanche  Program  Office  evaluated  the  Contractor’s  performance  for 
award  fee  Period  Seven  during  January  and  February  1998.  As  a  result  of  that 
evaluation,  the  Comanche  Program  Office  awarded  the  Contractor  98  percent  of 
the  available  award  fee  of  $11,563,335  or  $11,332,068.  The  Comanche 
Program  Office  rolled  over  the  unawarded  amount  of  $231,267  to  Period  Eight. 
The  Comanche  Program  Office  awarded  scores  for  the  areas  of  technical, 
supportability,  and  cost  and  program  management  of  97,  100,  and  97  percent, 
respectively. 


Audit  Evaluation  of  Award  Fee  Period  Seven  Decision 

Generally,  the  same  conditions  existed  in  award  fee  Periods  Six  and  Seven.  In 
some  cases,  Comanche  Program  Office  officials  appeared  to  exert  less  effort  to 
document  award  fee  decisions.  This  was  especially  true  in  relating  the  scores 
awarded  to  the  scoring  instructions  stated  in  the  contract.  For  example,  the 
technical  area  of  emphasis  required  a  scale  model  and  test  plan  for  wind  tunnel 
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tests  to  be  completed.  Even  though  the  Contractor  did  not  complete  the  model, 
the  Contractor  received  a  score  of  95  percent  for  this  task.  With  the  available 
documentation,  we  could  not  relate  the  score  of  95  percent  to  the  scoring 
instructions. 


Summary 

Comanche  Program  Office  personnel  did  not  fully  document  their  decisions 
when  they  evaluated  the  Contractor’s  performance  to  determine  the  award  fee 
amoimt.  The  available  documentation  did  not  relate  the  scores  given  to  the 
scoring  instructions  as  stated  in  the  contract.  Also,  changes  in  program 
priorities  that  would  affect  the  evaluation  were  not  always  adequately 
documented.  As  a  result,  documentation  was  not  available  to  support  the  award 
fees. 


Management  Action 

The  Comanche  Program  Office  representatives  acknowledged  that  the  award  fee 
process  needed  to  be  better  documented,  and  they  agreed  to  implement 
improved  procedures  that  will  require  the  documentation  to  clearly  relate  the 
ev^uation  criteria  to  the  Contractor’s  actual  accomplishments  and  scoring 
instructions,  as  stated  in  the  contract.  These  planned  actions  will  correct  the 
problems  identified.  The  Comanche  Program  Office  did  not  develop  time- 
phased  milestones  to  implement  the  action  plan. 


Recommendation  and  Management  Comments 


B.  We  recommend  that  the  Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche  Program 
provide  the  implementation  date  for  his  plan  of  action  to  fully  document 
the  process  for  evaluating  the  Contractor’s  performance  and  award  fee 
determination. 

Management  Comments.  The  Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche  Program 
concurred  and  stated  that  the  detailed  documentation  of  the  award  fee  process 
will  be  reflected  in  the  July  1998  quarterly  award  fee  determination.  The  full 
text  of  the  Program  Manager’s  comments  is  in  Part  in. 
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The  Comanche  Program  Office  underestimated  the  life-cycle  cost  for  the 
Comanche  helicopter.  The  life-cycle-cost  estimate  did  not  include  the 
cost  of  acquiring,  handling,  using,  and  disposing  of  hazardous  materials 
or  the  disposal  cost  for  the  Comanche  helicopters  at  the  end  of  their 
useful  lives.  As  a  result,  the  life-cycle-cost  analysis  for  the  Comanche 
helicopter  weapon  system  did  not  provide  management  with  accurate 
information  to  detennine  whether  the  Comanche  was  affordable  in  the 
context  of  long-range  investment  plans. 


Life-Cycle-Cost  Requirements 


DoD  Regulation  5000.2-R,  “Mandatory  Procedures  for  Major  Defense 
Acquisition  Programs  (MDAPs)  and  Major  Automated  Information  System 
(MAIS)  Acquisition  Programs,”  (the  Regulation)  March  15,  1996,  requires  that, 
by  program  initiation,  each  Acquisition  Category  I  pro^am  manager  shall  have 
established  life-cycle  cost  objectives  through  consideration  of  projected  out-year 
resources,  recent  unit  costs,  parametric  estimates,  and  technology  trends.  Upon 
approval  of  a  mission  need  statement,  an  approach  shall  be  formulated  and  set 
to  refine  cost.  Tlie  Regulation  also  requires  that  life-cycle-cost  estimates  shall 
be  comprehensive  in  character  and  identify  all  elements  of  cost  that  would  be 
entailed  by  proceeding  with  development,  production,  and  operation  of  the 
system  regardless  of  fimding  source  or  management  control.  The  Regulation 
requires  that,  at  each  subsequent  milestone  review,  cost  objectives  and  progress 
toward  achieving  them  shall  be  reassessed.  In  addition,  the  Regulation  states 
that  the  life-cycle-cost  estimate  of  a  program  is  used  by  milestone  decision 
authority  to  detennine  the  acquisition  program  baseline  cost  estimate  and  the 
affordability  of  the  program.  Department  of  Army  Pamphlet  70-3,  “Army 
Acquisition  Procedures,”  February  28,  1995,  requires  the  program  office  to 
identify  the  handling,  treating,  and  disposing  of  hazardous  waste,  personal 
protective  gear  and  practices,  and  legal  protection  costs  to  the  pro^am  over  the 
life  cycle  at  Milestone  0,  “Approval  to  Conduct  Concept  Studies.” 

Life-Cycle-Cost  Estimate  of  the  Comanche  Helicopter 


The  Comanche  Program  Office  underestimated  the  life-cycle  cost  for  the 
Comanche  helicopter.  The  Comanche  Program  Office  reported  a  total  estimated 
program  cost  of  $101.3  billion  in  the  1996  Comanche  Life-Cycle-Cost  Estimate; 
however,  the  estimate  did  not  include  the  life-cycle  cost  of  environmental  issues 
for  hazardous  materials  and  for  disposing  of  Comanche  helicopters  at  the  end  of 
their  useful  lives  as  required  by  the  Regulation.  On  the  basis  of  life-cycle-cost 
estimates  for  other  Army  weapon  systems,  the  cost  could  range  from  18  percent 
to  more  than  30  percent  of  the  total  program  cost,  or  $18  billion  to  more  than 
$30  billion  over  the  life  of  the  Comanche  helicopter. 
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Preparing  Life-Cycle-Cost  Estimates 


In  preparing  the  life-cycle-cost  estimate,  the  Comanche  Program  Office  did  not 
include  the  cost  of  acquiring,  handling,  using,  and  disposing  of  hazardous 
materials  because: 

•  officials  of  the  Comanche  Program  Office  believed  that  the  Comanche 
helicopter  production  design  would  reduce  or  eliminate  many  of  the  hazardous 
materials  currently  being  used  in  the  design,  and 

•  the  Army  did  not  provide  a  model  for  preparing  life-cycle  cost  for 
environmental  issues  associated  with  hazardous  material. 

Production  Des^.  The  Comanche  Program  Office  said  that  it  can 
provide  a  more  realistic  life-cycle-cost  estimate  by  waiting  for  a  final  design  to 
compute  the  life-cycle  cost  for  hazardous  materials.  However,  DoD  Directive 
No.  4210.15,  “Hazardous  Material  Pollution  Prevention,”  July  27,  1989, 
requires  that  economic  analyses  of  hazardous  materials  begin  at  the  earliest 
possible  stage  of  the  life  cycle  and  that  the  analyses  are  modified  as  better 
information  becomes  available.  Department  of  Army  Pamphlet  70-3,  “Army 
Acquisition  Procedures,”  February  28,  1995,  requires  the  program  office  to 
identify  the  costs  to  the  program  over  the  life-cycle  (handling,  treating,  and 
disposing  of  hazardous  waste,  personal  protective  gear  and  practices,  and  legal 
protection)  in  Phase  0,  “Concept  Exploration.”  Army  Pamphlet  70-3  also 
requires  the  Comanche  Program  Office  to  identify  resource  requirements  for 
life-cycle-cost  analysis,  and  to  prepare  or  update  other  environmental  analyses  at 
Milestone  1,  “Approval  to  Begin  a  New  Acquisition  Program.” 

Army  Model.  The  Army  is  currently  developing  procedures  and  a 
model  for  computing  life-cycle-cost  estimates  for  hazardous  materials.  Because 
the  Comanche  Program  Office  did  not  have  an  Army  model  to  compute  the  life¬ 
cycle-cost  estimate  for  hazardous  materials,  it  attempted  to  use  an  Air  Force 
model.  Those  estimated  costs  were  extremely  high.  Comanche  Program  Office 
personnel  stated  that  because  they  could  not  validate  the  accuracy  of  the 
Air  Force  model,  they  did  not  include  the  life-cycle-cost  estimate  for  hazardous 
materials  in  the  life-cycle-cost  estimate  for  the  Comanche  helicopter. 

The  Comanche  Program  Office  also  did  not  include  the  life-cycle  cost  for 
disposing  of  the  Comanche  helicopter  at  the  end  of  its  useful  life  in  the  1996 
Comanche  Life-Cycle-Cost  Estimate.  The  Comanche  Program  Office  needs  to 
determine  the  timeframe  that  the  Comanche  helicopter  will  be  in  service  and 
whether  there  will  be  extraordinary  costs  associated  with  disposing  of  the 
Comanche  helicopter  at  the  end  of  its  useful  life.  The  Comanche  Program 
Office  should  include  the  hazardous  material  costs  and  disposal  costs  to  provide 
decisionmakers  with  a  more  accurate  estimate  of  the  Comanche  Program  costs. 
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Life-Cycle  Cost  of  Hazardous  Materials  for  Other  Army 
Weapon  Systems 


The  Army  System  Readiness  Center  has  calculated  life-cycle-cost  estimates 
including  those  for  environmental  issues  for  many  Army  weapon  systems,  such 
as  the  Crusader  and  Sense  and  Destroy  Armor.  Because  the  Army  has  not 
develop«l  a  life-cycle-cost  model  for  hazardous  material,  they  use  the  model 
developed  by  the  Air  Force.  The  cost  relative  to  environmental  issues  usually 
ranges  from  between  18  percent  to  more  than  30  percent  of  the  total  program 
cost.  The  normal  costs  of  acquiring,  handling,  using,  and  disposing  of 
hazardous  materials  also  include  costs  for  environmental  issues  such  as  the 
following: 

•  training  for  using,  handling,  transporting,  storing,  and  maintaining 
hazardous  materials; 

•  handling  necessary  for  hazardous  materials; 

•  effects  on  insurance  premiums;  and 

•  potential  contamination  of  surrounding  areas  and  depot  maintenance 
areas. 


Life-Cycle-Cost  Estimates  for  Making  Management  Decisions 


The  life-cycle-cost  estimate  for  the  Comanche  helicopter  weapon  system  did  not 
provide  management  with  accurate  information  to  determine  whether  the 
Comanche  is  affordable  in  the  context  of  long-range  investment  plans.  The 
Comanche  Program  Office  needs  to  compute  the  cost  for  acquiring,  handling, 
using,  and  disposing  of  hazardous  materials  and  the  disposal  cost  of  the 
Comanche  helicopter  for  inclusion  in  the  Comanche  life-cycle  cost  estimate. 
Department  of  Army  Pamphlet  70-3,  “Army  Acquisition  Procedures,” 

February  28,  1995,  states  that  Task  303,  “Evaluation  of  Alternatives  and  Trade¬ 
off  Analysis,”  requires  the  Program  Office  to  provide  specific  guidance  and 
procedures  for  bringing  the  resets  of  the  hazard  risk  assessments  and  approvals 
together  with  life-cycle-cost  estimates.  The  cost  estimates  are  to  be  included  in 
the  decision  process.  A  complete  life-cycle-cost  analysis  will  provide  a  more 
realistic  estimate  of  the  program  costs  and  provide  management  with  better 
information  to  determine  whether  the  program  is  affordable  for  DoD.  It  will 
also  provide  information  to  better  forecast  the  budget  fund  needs  of  the  DoD. 
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Management  Action 


Comanche  Program  Office  officials  agreed  to  incorporate  the  disposal  cost  of 
hazardous  material  and  disposal  cost  of  the  Comanche  helicopter  into  the 
Comanche  life-cycle-cost  estimate  before  the  next  milestone  review.  The 
Comanche  Program  Office  planned  actions  will  correct  the  problems  identified. 
Therefore,  this  issue  is  resolved  and  this  fmding  does  not  include  a 
recommendation. 


Management  Comments 


The  Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche  Program  stated  that  the  total  life¬ 
cycle-cost  estimate  from  cradle  to  grave,  for  environmental  areas,  will  be 
completed  over  the  next  several  months.  He  provided  a  target  date  for  the  end 
of  1998  for  completion  of  all  actions.  The  full  text  of  the  Program  Manager’s 
comments  is  in  Part  in. 
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Part  n  -  Additional  Information 


Appendix  A.  Audit  Process 


Scope 


Work  performed.  We  evaluated  the  financial  management  of  the  Comanche 
Program.  Our  evaluation  included  a  review  of  the  Contractor’s  EVMS  to 
determine  whether  it  was  being  operated  in  accordance  with 
DoD  Regulation  50(X).2-R.  We  reviewed  54  work  packages  covering 
27,608  hours  of  work  during  the  period  of  January  1997  through 
September  1997.  We  also  evaluated  the  Comanche  Program  Office  award  fee 
process  for  Award  Fee  Period  Seven  and  Award  Fee  Period  Six,  to  determine 
whether  it  was  reasonable  and  was  in  compliance  with  the  contract  for  the 
Comanche  Program.  Award  Fee  Period  Seven  encompassed  the  time  from 
Januaiy  1,  1997  through  December  31,  1997,  with  an  available  $11.6  million 
award  fee  pool.  Award  Fee  Period  Six  encompassed  the  time  from 
October  1,  1997  through  December  31,  1996,  with  an  available  $37,9  million 
award  fee  pool.  In  addition,  we  evaluated  the  Comanche  Program  Office’s 
December  15,  1997  life-cycle  costs  estimate  of  $101.3  million  to  determine 
whether  all  applicable  costs  were  included. 

Dod-wide  Corporate  Level  Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  Goals.  In 
response  to  the  Government  Performance  Result  Act,  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
established  6  DoD-wide  corporate-level  performance  objectives  and  14  goals  for 
meeting  these  objectives.  This  report  pertains  to  achievement  of  the  following 
objective  and  goal. 

Objective;  Fundamentally  reengineer  DoD  and  achieve  a  21st  century 
infr^tructure.  Goal:  Reduce  costs  while  maintaining  required  military 
capabilities  across  all  DoD  mission  areas.  (DoD-6) 

DoD  Functional  Area  Reform  Goals.  Most  major  functional  areas  have  also 
established  performance  improvement  reform  objectives  and  goals.  This  report  pertains 
to  achievemerit  of  the  following  functional  area  objectives  and  goals. 

Acqui.sition  Functional  Area. 

Objective:  Deliver  great  service.  Goal:  Deliver  new  major  defense  systems 
to  &e  users  in  25  percent  less  time.  (ACQ-1.1) 

Objective:  Internal  reinvention.  Goal:  Minimize  cost  growth  in  major 
defeitse  acquisition  programs  to  no  greater  than  1  percent  annually.  (ACQ-3.4) 

General  Accounting  Office  High  Risk  Area.  The  General  Accounting  Office  has 
identified  several  high  risk  areas  in  the  Department  of  Defense.  This  report  provides 
coverage  of  the  Defense  Weapons  Systems  Acquisition  high-risk  area. 
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Methodology 


Use  of  Computer-Processed  Data.  We  used  data  from  the  CPRs  that  were 
generated  by  the  Contractor’s  computer  systems.  We  also  used  life-cycle-cost 
data  generated  by  the  Comanche  l4ogram  Office  computer  systems.  Any 
inaccuracy  in  these  data  could  result  in  inaccuracies  in  this  report. 

Audit  Period  and  Standards.  We  performed  this  economy  and  efficiency 
audit  from  December  1996  through  March  1998,  in  accordance  with  auditing 
standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  &e  United  States,  as 
implemented  by  the  Inspector  General,  DoD. 

Contacts  During  the  Audit.  We  visited  or  contacted  individuals  and 
organizations  within  DoD  and  the  Contractor  for  the  Comanche  helicopter. 
Fiuther  details  are  available  upon  request. 


Management  Control  Program  Review 


DoD  Directive  5010.38,  “Management  Control  (MC)  Program,”  August  26, 
1996,  requires  DoD  organizations  to  implement  a  comprehensive  system  of 
management  controls  that  provides  reasonable  assurance  that  programs  are 
operating  as  intended  and  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  controls. 

Scope  of  Review  of  Management  Control  Program.  In  accordance  with 
DoD  Regulation  5000.1  “Defense  Acquisition,”  March  15,  1996,  and 
DoD  Regulation  5000.2-R,  “Mandatory  Procedures  for  Major  Defense 
Acquisition  Programs  (MDAPs)  and  Major  Automated  Information  System 
(MAIS)  Acquisition  Programs,”  March  15,  1996,  acquisition  managers  are  to 
use  program  cost,  schedule,  and  performance  parameters  as  control  objectives  to 
implement  the  requirements  of  DoD  Directive  5010.38.  Accordingly,  we 
limited  our  review  to  management  controls  directly  related  to  financial 
management  systems. 

Adequacy  of  Management  Controls.  The  Comanche  Program  Office  had 
management  controls  to  ensure  the  proper  operation  of  the  Contractor’s  earned 
value  management  system,  documentation  of  the  award  fee  process,  and 
preparation  of  the  life-cycle  cost  estimate.  There  was  material  weaknesses  in 
management  controls  because  the  Comanche  Program  Office  did  not  follow  the 
controls  as  stated  in  Army  Regulation  70-1,  “Systems  Acquisition.”  If 
management  implements  all  report  recommendations,  the  Comanche  Program 
Office  will  be  assured  of  having  an  acceptable  process  for  the  operation  of  the 
Contractor’s  earned  value  management  system,  documentation  of  the  award  fee 
process,  and  computation  of  the  life-cycle-cost  estimate. 

Adequacy  of  the  Comanche  Program  Office  Self-Evaluation.  The 
Comanche  Program  Office  identified  the  earned  value  management  system, 
award  fee  process,  and  calculation  of  the  life-cycle  cost  as  part  of  its  assessable 
unit,  and,  in  our  opinion,  correctly  identified  the  risk  associated  with  the  areas. 
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However,  in  its  evaluation,  Comanche  Program  Office  officials  did  not  identify 
the  speciflc  material  management  control  weakness  identified  by  the  audit. 
Consequently,  we  believe  that  the  self-evaluation  was  inadequate. 


Summary  of  Prior  Coverage 


During  the  last  5  years,  two  audits  involved  the  Comanche  Program. 

General  Accounting  Office  (GAO/NSIAD)  Audit  No.  95-112  (OSD  Case 
No.  9877),  **Comanche  Helicopter  -  Testing  Needs  to  be  Completed  Prior  to 
Product  Decisions,”  May  1995. 

Inspector  General,  DoD,  Report  No.  98-125,  **Protection  of  the  Comanche 
Helicopter  Against  Radio  Frequency  Weapons,”  April  28, 1998. 
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Earned  value  is  a  management  technique  that  relates  resource  planning  to 
schedules  and  to  performance.  All  work  is  planned,  budgeted,  and  scheduled  in 
time-phased  increments  constituting  a  performance  measurement  baseline.  In 
the  EVMS,  the  sum  of  all  budgets  for  the  work  scheduled  to  be  accomplished  is 
called  Ae  Budgeted  Cost  of  Work  Scheduled  ^CWS).  As  work  is  performed, 
it  is  earned  on  the  same  basis  it  was  planned,  in  dollars  or  other  quantifiable 
units  such  as  labor  hoiu:s.  In  the  EVMS,  the  sum  of  budgets  for  completed 
work  is  called  Budgeted  Cost  for  Work  Performed  (BCWP),  also  known  as 
earned  value.  Planned  value,  BCWS,  compared  with  earned  value,  BCWP, 
thus  measures  the  dollar  volume  of  work  planned  versus  the  equivalent  dollar 
volume  of  work  accomplished.  Any  difference  is  called  a  schedule  or 
accomplishment  variance.  Earned  value  compared  with  the  actual  cost  incurred 
for  the  work  performed,  called  Actual  Cost  of  Work  Performed  (ACWP)  in  the 
EVMS,  provides  an  objective  measure  of  cost  performance.  Any  difference  is 
called  a  cost  variance. 

The  BCWS  is  further  divided  into  cost  accounts  that  relate  to  the  Work 
Breakdown  Structure  (WBS).  The  WBS  is  a  product-oriented  family  tree 
division  of  hardware,  software  and  services  that  organize  and  define  the  product 
and  is  the  basis  for  correlating  schedule,  budget,  cost,  and  performance 
measurement.  Cost  accounts  are  made  up  of  planning  packages  and  work 
packages.  A  planning  package  is  a  logical  aggregation  of  work  within  a  cost 
account,  normally  the  far-term  effort,  that  can  be  identified  and  budgeted  in 
early  baseline  planning,  but  is  not  yet  defined  into  detailed  work  packages.  A 
work  package  is  a  detailed,  short  timespan  job  or  material  item  identifying  work 
required  to  complete  a  contact.  It  is  a  discrete  unit  of  work  having  clear 
identification  from  all  other  work.  The  work  package  is  within  a  single  cost 
account  and  organizational  identity,  budgeted  in  measurable  units,  with 
scheduled  start  and  completion  dates,  and  a  definable  end  result. 

There  are  various  types  of  work  packages.  The  most  desirable  type  is  called  a 
discrete  work  package,  which  contains  specific  measurable  tasks  that  usually 
result  in  a  physical  end  product.  Examples  include  an  engineering  work 
package  tlut  results  in  a  drawing  release,  or  a  material  work  paclage  that  shows 
the  delivery  of  a  part  or  parts.  The  start  and  end  of  these  tasla  are  relatively 
easy  to  defme.  "nie  least  desirable  type  of  work  package  is  a  level-of-effort 
work  package.  Level-of-effort  activity  is  more  general  or  supportive  in  nature. 
It  is  neither  discretely  measurable  in  terms  of  end  products  nor  is  it  directly 
related  to  the  accomplishment  of  a  primary  discrete  work  effort,  Level-of-effort 
activities  contain  no  reporting  milestones  other  than  the  passage  of  time. 

When  a  discrete  work  package  is  established,  the  tasks  to  be  accomplished 
within  the  work  package  are  defined.  A  schedule  is  established  for  the  start  and 
completion  of  the  work  package  tasks  and  a  budget  is  established  for  the  cost  of 
the  work  scheduled  (the  BCWS).  When  the  work  package  tasks  are  completed, 
earned  value  is  taken.  For  example,  if  the  BCWS  was  $1000,  when  the  work 
package  tasks  were  completed,  SIOCK)  of  BCWP  would  have  been  earned. 
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The  sum  of  the  budgets  for  the  scheduled  work  packages  is  the  BCWS  and 
represents  where  the  contractor  planned  to  be  by  a  certain  date.  The  sum  of  the 
budgets  for  the  work  actually  completed  is  called  the  budgeted  cost  of  work 
performed  (BCWP).  A  comparison  of  the  BCWS  to  the  jlCWP  indicates 
whether  more  or  less  work  was  performed  than  was  planned  and  reveals,  in 
terms  of  dollar  differences,  whether  work  is  ahead  of  or  behind  schedule. 

Therefore,  an  EVMS  that  has  been  properly  implemented  and  operated  would 
preclude  management  from  suddenly  raizing  that  90  percent  of  the  budgeted 
iunds  are  spent  but  that  the  project  is  only  10  percent  complete.  The  CPR, 
which  shows  the  cost  and  schedule  status  of  a  contract,  is  prepared  from  data 
contained  in  the  EVMS. 
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Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and  Technology 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Environmental  Security) 
Director,  Defense  Logistics  Studies  Information  Exchange 
Director,  Strategic  and  Tactical  Systems 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller) 

Director,  Program  Analysis  and  Evaluation 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Public  Affairs) 


Department  of  the  Army 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research,  Development,  and  Acquisition) 
Commander,  U.S.  Army  Aviation  and  Missile  Command 
Program  Executive  Officer  for  Aviation 
Program  Manager  for  the  Comanche  Program 
Auditor  General,  Department  of  the  Army 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 
Auditor  General,  Department  of  the  Navy 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 
Auditor  General,  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


Other  Defense  Organizations 

Director,  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
Director,  Defense  Logistics  Agency 

Conunander,  Defense  Contract  Management  Command 

Defense  Contract  Management  Command,  Boeing  Helicopters 
Defense  Contract  Management  Command,  Sikorsky  Aircraft 
Director,  National  Security  Agency 

Inspector  General,  National  Security  Agency 
Inspector  General,  Defense  Intelligence  Agency 
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Non-Defense  Federal  Organizations  and  Individuals 


Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

Technical  Information  Center,  National  Security  and  International  Affairs  Division, 
General  Accounting  Office 

Chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of  each  of  the  following  congressional 
committees  and  subcommittees: 

Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Senate  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
Senate  Conunittee  on  Armed  Services 
Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

House  Subcommittee  on  National  Security,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  Coirunittee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
House  Subcommittee  on  Government  Management  Information  and  Technology, 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
House  Subcoimnittee  on  National  Securi^,  International  Affairs,  and  Criminal 
Justice,  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
House  Committee  on  National  Security 
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Department  of  the  Army  Comments 


DERMTTMSrr  OF  THE  ARMY 

OmCE  OF  THE  ASatDMT  Kcncniw 
HEEEAMH  DBVBOFMENT  MB  AOCMHSniON 
1MAMIVFDnM»N 
EMEHMOTOH  DC  MTtfrFTftT 


SARD^A  (36-2B) 


21  Jul  9B 


fc 

4;  SAAG-PMC 


MEMORANDUM  THRU  U^.  ARMY  AUDIT  A<^CY,  ATTN;  &AAG-PMO-L, 
3101  PARK  CENTER  DRIVE,  ALEXANDRIA, 
VIRGINIA  22302-1596 


FOR  INSPECTOR  GENERAL,  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE,  400  ARMY  NAVY 
DRIVE,  ARLINGTON,  VIRGINIA.  22202-2884 

SUBJECT:  Audit  Report  on  FininculManagaDent  of  Oie  RAH-66  ComsDche 
Hdicopter  Prognm  (Project  No.  TAL-OOU-Ol) 


1.  Refereaces: 

a.  U.S.  Anny  Audit  Ageacy  Memonadnm,  1  June  1998,  SAB. 

b.  Dqmtment  of  Defense  In^tector  Geneial  Memotandum,  26  May  1998,  SAB. 

2.  UusmBOKHaDdumtespaodt  to  your  request  for  comments  on  fee  draft  repotl  The 
enclosed  response  was  prepared  by  fee  Program  Manager,  Conandie  and  has  been 
coordiiuted  wife  fee  Audit  Project  Manager. 

3.  Point  of  contact  for  this  action  is  Mrs.  Alice  Hartman,  (703)  604-7054. 


PETER  C.  FRANKLIN 
Mqm  General,  GS 
D^ty  for  Systems  Management  and 
Horizontal  Technology  Integration 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARKY 
omcc  OF  TWMooiuai  exRtinn  omen,  AWkiKM 
WBWowt  iiiw  mi 


16  m  1998 


HEHSMHIXIM  FOR  Inspactor  General,  Department  of  Defense,  400  Rrmy  Havy 
Drive  {Room  BOl),  Arlington,  Virginia  22202-2884 

SUBJECT:  Au<lit  Report  on  Financial  Haiuignment  of  the  RAH-S6  Comanche 
Helicopter  Program  (Project  Mo.  7AL-0012.D1) 


1.  Reference  memorandimi.  Injector  General,  Department  of  Defense, 

26  Hay  96,  subject  as  above. 

2.  Enclosed  is  the  response  from  the  Program  Manager,  Comanche 
Program  Office. 

3.  Point  of  contact  in  program  Executive  Office,  Aviation,  is  Carole 
Lang,  DSM  897-4028,  Conaetciel  (2S6)  313-4028  and  point  of  contact  in 
the  Comanche  Program  Office  is  Sally  Ramey,  DSM  897-4321,  Cosmercial 
(256)  313-4321. 


End  PAOL  BOGOSIAH 

Deputy  Program  Executive,  Aviation 


Department  of  the  Army  Comments 


DEPARTIIIEMT  M  THE  ARMY 
MMOUM  IMNMa.eOIMNeME 

LOO.  MM.  MMIONt  «MEN*U  M.  MMMMe 


SFAE-AV-RAH 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  laq>ector  General,  Oq>utnieiit  of  Definse 
400  Army  Navy  Drive  (ROOm  801) 

Artmgton,  Vurgiaia  22202-2884 

SUBJECT;  Audit  Report  on  FinandalMaiiageineot  of  the  RAH-66  Comanche 
Helicopter  Program  (Pitject  No.  7AL-001Z01) 


1.  RefereoceyourmetDOnaduffl,  26  M^  98,  subject  as  above. 

2.  Response  to  DoDIG  Draft  Audit  R^kmi  RecomrnendatkMisBreasftdlows: 

Finding  A:  Earned  Value  Management  System 

General  comments — 

The  Cost  Patformance  Reportt  (CPRs)  ftv  the  Crunanche  Program  are  not  infiwmative 
indicators  ofoost  and  schedule  perfbrmance.  This  cooditioo  resulted  fiom  adjustments 
made  to  the  Earned  Value  Management  System  (EVMS)  at  the  various  times  the 
Comanche  Program  was  restructured,  fiom  combining  the  contract  perfbmiance  data  for 
the  period  prior  to  file  January  1997  restruetwe  with  the  contract  pcrfiinaancedau  for  the 
period  after  the  January  1997  restructure;  and  fiom  the  Contractor’s  questionable  practice 
in  operating  the  EVMS.  Therefore;  the  CTRs  deprive  DoDmanagen  of  informative 
infirrmation  fbr  making  decisions  pertaining  to  tte  Comanche  Frognm. 

Response — 

A  recondiiatkm  of  IPT  to  WBS  a()|u$tiiients  made  es  af31  Dec  96  has  been  coinpleted. 
We  have  reque^  DCMC  Boeing  Helicopttrs  and  Sikorsl^  Airenfi  (Control  Account) 
planning  to  review  Rvleitones  and  earned  value  teehtdques.  Boeing  lUcoptcts  end 
Sikorsky  Aircraft  an  cominuing  to  reduce  the  total  emoum  of  level  of  efibrt  work 
packages.  Thqr  heve  been  working  to  improve  work  desetiptnas  of  planning  packages. 
We  are  oontha^  to  get  reports  Ibr  dw  total  period  of  the  ptogram,  but  are  also  r^Kuthtg 
only  the  dsta  covered  by  tbe  current  contract  so  the  manigen  can  more  correctly  evaluate 
the  current  perfbnnanct  since  Ian  97. 

TargetDate—  Imfdementationofthe  recommended  changes  has  b^un. 
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Department  of  the  Army  Comments 


SFAE-AV-RAH 

SUBJECT:  Aadh  Report  on  FinmcalMinigeiDeat  of  lfatRAH-66C<>m«nche 
Helicopter  PiDgnm  (Frtiject  Mo.  7AL4)012.01) 


FtodIwB:  CoatnctPetfisnnaDceAwirdFee 
GcnoilCoiameiit*— 

TIk  process  of  evaluiting  the  CoQinctor's  petfonoance  ud  detenoininK  the  ainoa&t  of 
sMird  fiee  SMS  not  well  documented  becMite  Conanclie  Program  Office  personnel  did  not 
place  adequate  eaephasis  OB  the  need  to  fiiUy  document  award  fee  decisioiu. 
Cooseqaeady,  dirough  December  1997,  the  Comaiiche  Program  Office  awarded  the 
CoahactocW  million  in  award  fees  for  which  documentation  ww  incomplete. 

Reqxmae— 

The  ComaDcbe  Program  Office  has  ifflpiemeDted  the  DdllG’s  recommendation  for 
detaifeddocumentadon  of  award  feel  criteria  changes.  Documentatum  procedure 
sqppocting  sward  fees  has  been  strengthened.  Sufficient  detail  will  be  included  in  future 
a«^  fee  detenninatioos  to  (iilly  dooimeot  decisions. 

TargetDete— 

niis  detailed  documentatioa  will  be  reflected  in  the  next  quaiteriy  award  fee  adjustment 
(July  98). 

Finding  C:  Life-Cycle  Cost 
GenenlCommeiits— 

The  Comanebe  Progtm  Office  undeiestimaled  the  life-qrele  cost  for  the  Comanche 
helicopter.  Ihe  life-cycle  cost  estirtune  did  not  include  the  cost  of  acquiring,  handling, 
using,  and  disposing  of  hazardous  initetiab  or  foe  disposal  cost  for  the  Comanche 
hefieoirtBn  at  foe  end  oftheirusefol  lives.  As  a  result,  foe  life-cycle-cost  aoslyas  for  foe 
Comindie  helicopter  weapon  system  did  not  provide  maasgemeat  with  sccuiate 
infonutioo  to  deteinune  whether  foe  CooiD^  was  affMdable  in  foe  context  of  long- 
range  investment. 


ReqMose— 


The  AMCOM  Command  Aiulysis  Direetorate  will  provide  emdytical  siqiport  to  the 
Comanche  Program  Office  to  perform  research  of  other  services'  experieaee  and  ■tH!' 
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Department  of  the  Army  Comments 


SFAE-/^V-RAH 

SUBJECT;  AndhRqmtODFinaocialMaoageimt  of  the  RAH^  Comanche 
Hdioopler  Fngnun  (^jectNo.  7AL-0012.01) 

reiatiflg  to  enviroiimmal  costs.  A  study  {daa  is  being  developed  to  identify  the  process, 
tesouices.  and  time  fiames  needed  for  d^  coBectkm,  data  anlysu,  cost  estiina^ 
relationship  developmeat  and  estimating  Comandie  envinnunental  costs.  TheAimy 
Eavitonmeotal  Canter,  in  le^oote  to  a  teqoeA  from  the  Aimy’s  Cost  and  Economic 
Analyait  Center  wQl  fiKus  on  tile  Comanche  as  a  test  case  pngiam  fi)r  devdoping 
environmental  cost  metiiodologics  and  docufflcntation.  The  Coimmche  Progiam  Office 
cost  analysts  have  identified  costs  fisr  environmeiM  related  elemesis  inelnded  in  the 
estimate.  Known  environmeiaal  costs  that  have  been  excluded  will  be  addressed  through 
the  afixementianedreseazdieflbits  then  included  in  the  estimate.  The  ptogtam  office 
has  obtained  reasonable  costs  fer  environmental  research  md  development  coocams.  In 

sdrfttinn,  the  gnvuiitiniemri  enstsfer  Ownanetie  after  fieMing  have  unrf 

included  in  our  life  Cyde  Cost  (LCC)  estimate,  except  frn  di^msal  costs  of  attiited 
aircraft,  vihich  ate  cutieatiy  being  established.  The  total  LCC  estimate  from  cradle  to 
grave  fiir  enviroranental  areas  will  be  completed  over  the  next  eevetal  mooths. 

TargetDate— 

It  is  planned  to  resolve  tiris  findiog  by  the  end  of  1998. 

Manageasent  Cantreb:  The  Comanchr  Program  Manager’s  Office  has  taken  efforts  to 
implement  all  report  lecnminendalions  and  thoroughly  reviewed  AR  70-1,  Systems 
Acquisitiaa,  concealing  manigeineatcoiitnls.  The  logjam  Manager’s  Office  is 
confident  that  our  Management  Controls  are  meonqiiianeewidiAR  70-1  and  adequately 
address  the  areas  ofEVMS,  award  fee  documentation,  and  LCC  estimating.  The 
Comanche  PMO  self-evaluation  process  vwn  he  sTrengtlwi^  to 
controls  more  adequately. 

3.  PointofoaatKtfr>rFmdmgsAandCisMr.GatyLuker,DSNS97-4078(ff(2S6) 
313-4078;  POC  fn  FmdBng  B  is  Mr.  Rick  Rainey,  DSN  897-4315  or  pSd)  313-43IS; 
POC  far  Management  Comrob  b  Ms.  Sally  Rai^,  DSN  8974321  or  G^6)  313-4321. 


Program  Manager 
Comanche  Program 
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Audit  Team  Members 


The  Acquisition  Management  Directorate,  Office  of  the  Assistant  Inspector 
General  for  Auditing,  DoD,  produced  this  report. 

Thomas  F.  Gimble 
Patricia  A.  Biannin 
Charles  M.  Santoni 
William  D.  Van  Hoose 
Averel  A.  Gregg 
James  A.  Hoyt 
Dency  W.  Welbom 
Ursula  Cleary 
Patricia  A.  Joyner 
Wendy  Stevenson 
Sonya  M.  Mercurius 
Krista  S.  Gordon 


33 


INTERNET  DOCUMENT  INFORMATION  FORM 


A  .  Report  Title:  Financial  Management  of  the  RAH-66  Comanche 
Helicopter  Program 


B.  DATE  Report  Downloaded  From  the  Internet:  09/14/99 


C.  Report's  Point  of  Contact:  (Name,  Organization,  Address,  Office 
Symbol,  &  Ph  #):  OAIG-AUD  (ATTN:  AFTS  Audit  Suggestions) 

Inspector  General,  Department  of  Defense 
400  Army  Navy  Drive  (Room  801) 

Arlington,  VA  22202-2884 


D.  Currently  Applicable  Classification  Level:  Unclassified 

E.  Distribution  Statement  A;  Approved  for  Public  Release 

F.  The  foregoing  information  was  compiled  and  provided  by: 
DTIC-OCA,  Initials:  _VM_  Preparation  Date  09/14/99 


The  foregoing  information  shouid  exactiy  correspond  to  the  Title,  Report  Number,  and  the  Date 
the  accompanying  report  document.  If  there  are  mismatches,  or  other  questions,  contact  the 
above  OCA  Representative  for  resolution. 


